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Help me to be creative! Let me flourish 
 
Summary 
 
A number of studies argue that organisational performance can be enhanced due to 
employee’s creativity (Buhl et al., 2016; Mihail and Kloutsiniotis, 2016; Chowhan et al., 
2017). Although the problem of individual creativity at work has received significant 
attention (Doran and Ryan, 2017; Fortwengel et al., 2017; Preenen et al., 2017), fundamental 
issues remain under-researched. For instance, it is still unclear how to separate higher and 
lower levels of creativity and what criteria distinguish more creative people, products, or 
processes from less creative ones (Martin and Wilson, 2017). The scant research highlights 
that certain developmental interventions can lead to organisational and personal growth by 
unleashing untapped human expertise (Gilley et al., 2011). This paper aims to shed more light 
on the problem of human creativity at work and focuses on the concept of human flourishing 
as the unit of influence on individual creative performances [144]. 
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Introduction 
 
Creativity has broadly been recognised as an essential ingredient of long-term organisational 
success (Fay et al., 2015; Aleksić et al., 2016; Buhl et al., 2016; Mihail and Kloutsiniotis, 
2016; Chowhan et al., 2017). Traditionally, it has been researched within the context of 
extraordinary people, creative occupations, or creative industries. In such studies, researchers 
aimed to explain characteristics of creative personality and develop mechanisms aimed at 
helping to increase creative skills (Mackinnon, 1965; Martindale, 1989; Basadur, 1995; Batey 
et al., 2010; Lee et al., 2013; Aubke, 2014). The recent shifts towards employee-driven 
innovations have promoted more inclusive attitudes to employees, who are now expected to 
contribute to organisational competitive advantage from the bottom up via their creative-
thinking (Kesting and Parm Ulhøi, 2010; Høyrup et al., 2012; De Spiegelaere et al., 2013; 
Amundsen et al., 2014; Smith, 2017). However, scholars still apply a homogeneous approach 
to their creative skills, believing that all employees can easily give rise to something new 
(Aasen et al., 2012). The contrasting observations by Hon and Lui (2016) suggest there are 
several habitual or psychological determinants that can hinder workers from being creative. 
 
Considering the aforementioned, Hon and Lui (2016) and Martin and Wilson (2017) call for a 
more sustainable approach to the issue of human creativity at work. More specifically they 
call for an examination of how creativity enhancing strategies can reduce the negative effect 
of less creative behaviours on individual performances and overall organisational 
effectiveness. By responding to the call, this paper will consider a more inclusive approach to 
the problem of human creativity at work and draw specific attention to employees who 
exhibit lower levels of creative potential. By proposing to engage them in creative activity 
over a period of time, this research aims to develop insight into the processes of developing 
the untapped creative potential among those deemed to be less creative. 
 
Literature review  
 
Creativity 
 
A wide range of existing theoretical approaches has attempted to define the nature of 
creativity. Furnham and Bachtiar (2008) state there are more than 60 definitions of creativity 
while Martin and Wilson (2017) add that the theory still does not provide a clear 
understanding of the concept. Such uncertain views on creativity can be explained by the 
controversial and unclear nature of the phenomenon itself, which is hard to comprehend 
because of its “unseen, unconscious, and nonverbal” character (Torrance, 1988: 43; cited in 
Acar et al., 2017). 
 
The question of what is creativity has brought scholars to the emergence of at least four 
theoretical approaches, namely creativity as production (Mumford et al, 2012; Gupta, 2014; 
Weisberg, 2015; Corazza, 2016), a process (Runco, 2004; Neyer et al., 2009; Mumford et al., 
2012), a decision (Sternberg, 2006; Aleksić et al., 2016), and a discovery (Boodin, 1921; 
Martin and Wilson, 2017). The most widespread and cited definition postulates creativity as 
“the production of novel and useful ideas by an individual or small groups of individuals 
working together” (Amabile and Pratt, 2016, p. 158). This perspective has largely been 
criticised in the literature for a lack of inclusion of all relationships and stakeholders in the 
process (Glăveanu, 2014; Corazza, 2016), limited and unclear parameters of creativity 
(Kharkhurin, 2014; Corazza, 2016), and a lack of reference to time and culture to recognise 
and subjectively judge the novelty of creation (Weisberg, 2015).  
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Another widespread definition of creativity, referred to as the “little-c” approach, describes 
creativity as “creative actions in which the non-expert may participate each day” (Richards et 
al., 1988; cited in Kaufman and Beghetto, 2009). Such a view of creativity is of more 
relevance to this paper, as it illustrates a wide distribution of creative potential in 
organisations. However, it does not provide a clear and fundamental categorisation of 
parameters relating to creativity and creative types of behaviour (Martin and Wilson, 2017), 
hence, the first research question can be formulated as: 
 
RQ1: What is a full and encompassing definition of creativity? 
 
 
Individual Creativity 
 
Guilford (1950) defines individual creativity as patterns of traits that are inherent to the 
portrait of a creative person. Traits should be understood as “consistent patterns in the way 
individuals behave, feel, and think” (Pervin and Cervone, 2010: 228; cited in Mumford et al., 
2012). A degree to which individuals incorporate creativity-related traits in everyday life 
signals their creative personality (Guilford, 1950). This view is supported by Runco (2010), 
who states that every person possesses the potential to be creative, which “is a part of the 
basic human tendency to construct personal interpretations and assimilate information as we 
experience it” (p. 321). 
 
Such understanding of individual creativity is consistent with the “mini-c” approach, 
according to which personal creativity is “the novel and personally meaningful interpretation 
of experiences, actions and events” (Beghetto and Kaufman, 2007; in Kaufman and Beghetto, 
2009, p. 3). This approach is deeper than the aforementioned “little-c” construct and deals 
with the development or learning conceptions of creativity (Kaufman and Beghetto, 2009). It 
is driven by the assumption that creativity is a malleable phenomenon (Kirton, 1976; Meinel 
et al., 2018), and training in creative thinking can lead to positive shifts in cognitive style and 
attitudes towards its utilisation (Woodman et al., 1993; Min et al., 2016). It claims that all 
humans “can give rise to something new” (Vygotsky, 1991, p. 7), when their creative act is 
based on interpretative and transformative processes of working with incoming information 
and the ability to deliver it in the form of recognisable solutions (Kaufman and Beghetto, 
2009). Even if the work of the mental construction has not (yet) been expressed tangibly, it 
can still be regarded as (highly) creative. Therefore, individual creativity is not just a matter 
of personal quality, rather it is an individual behaviour resulting from a personal quality 
(Oldham and Cummings, 1996; cited in Min et al., 2016). 
 
Deeper research into the nature of individual creativity has brought scholars to the 
understanding that unique patterns of traits may not necessarily result in actual creativity, as 
it can be influenced by unforeseen forces (Shalley et al., 2004). For example, personality traits 
in conjunction with employees perceiving themselves as lacking the ability to be creative may 
be associated with reduced creative job behaviours (Tierney and Farmer, 2011; Hon and Lui, 
2016). In addition, a lack of training and development could result in decreased interest in 
identifying opportunities, looking for solutions, using their knowledge and reconfiguring 
resources (Somsing and Belbaly, 2017). However, research on the nature and characteristics 
of less creative employees remains scarce and fragmented, so the second research question is: 
 
RQ2. What does a portrait of a less creative employee look like? 
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Human flourishing and individual creative behaviour 
 
Human flourishing should be understood as a concept, which “focuses on maximising 
individuals’ achievement of their potential for growth and development” (Heron and Reason, 
1997; cited in Titchen et al., 2011: 2). It suggests that employees are likely to grow and 
blossom, when they are influenced by contemporary facilitation strategies, which in turn 
contribute to individual transformation and practice development (Titchen et al., 2011).  
 
To make this possible and encourage novel ideas, individuals need to be able to initiate their 
cognitive processes and integrate new information into existing cognitive structures, and this 
process requires substantial work (Baer, 2010). In order to assist the process, their capacity or 
capability for creative problem solving can be developed and improved, so that they would be 
able to produce novel ideas (Sternberg, 2017). Specifically, from the perspective of less 
creative individuals, the need for overcoming cognitive blocks is high in order to release the 
under-utilised potential and promote cognitive thought processes (Carmeli et al., 2013; 
Loewenberger, 2013). Previous research showed that employees who participated in the 
processes of exploitation of new ideas were more successful in overcoming cognitive barriers 
and could produce more ideas than those who were not involved in such initiatives (Mumford 
et al., 2012; Gupta and Banerjee, 2016). In addition, they could produce more creative 
solutions to problems and develop their creative problem-solving capacity (Gupta and 
Banerjee, 2016). 
 
However, existing studies are largely focused on the role of leadership and Human Resource 
Management (HRM) systems on individual creativity (Gibb and Waight, 2005; Zhang and 
Bartol, 2010; Heffernan et al., 2016; van Esch et al., 2016; Liu et al., 2017). Loewenberger 
(2013) suggests it is still unclear how to engage employees in the development activities, 
such as Human Resource Development (HRD) intervention. The author aims to examine the 
gap in the context of dynamic association between context and personal characteristics, 
specifically among less creative individuals. The final research question is: 
 
RQ3. Which mechanisms can help less creative employees to unleash creativity? 
 
 
Method 
 
In this research, an interpretivist perspective will be adopted, allowing for the construction of 
knowledge by encouraging multiple subjective perspectives (Greener, 2008). The data 
collection methods will be qualitative in nature in order to better understand the theory as 
well as relate the data to theory or inform it (Saunders et al., 2016). Specifically, a case study 
strategy will be adopted, which is “a strategy for doing research involving an empirical 
investigation of a particular contemporary phenomenon within its real life context using 
multiple sources of evidence” (Robson, 2002, p. 178; cited in Saunders et al., 2016). 
 
The data will be gathered in Northern Ireland and is expected to involve 6-8 companies from 
a variety of types serving to enhance research validity and increase the generalisability of 
results. Private-sector organisations will be cases of the study, because they are more 
strategic in promoting human creativity, which is viewed as a source of sustainable 
competitive advantage (Cooke and Saini, 2010; Min et al., 2016; Li et al., 2017). In addition, 
they are better equipped as innovation/creativity cultures and tend to focus on competence 
development in their strategic HRM (Cooke and Saini, 2010; Uslu, 2015). To access the 
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research environment, initial contact with Heads of the HR department will be established, 
and cooperation with them will be maintained throughout the course of the study.  
 
The following methods of data collection will be used: semi-structured interview, self-
assessment tool, development process, diary study and follow-up interview. Semi-structured 
interviews will be held with line managers to explore the role of human creativity within their 
organisation as well as existing creativity training methods and interventions. At the end of 
the interview, line managers will be asked to help select participants for self-assessment and 
development intervention. 
 
Pre-selected employees will be encouraged to undertake a creativity-related self-assessment. 
For this purpose, a complex tool will be developed, underpinned by other published sources. 
It will be comprised of a combination of several existing tools, which have been used in 
previous studies and proved successful in explaining the association between the creative 
personality and individual creative behaviour (for example, Revised NEO Personality 
Inventory (Costa and McCrae, 1992), Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking (TTCT) 
(Torrance, 1974)). 
 
The subsequent development process will take the form of a planned intervention (Saunders 
et al., 2016) called “Talent Awakening”. Namely, it will be a half-day workshop and include 
15-20 participants. Altogether, 6-8 workshop sessions will be delivered, subject to the 
number of involved organisations.   
 
The workshops will involve five interconnected stages: introduction, understanding the 
challenge, generating ideas, preparing for action, and approach planning (Treffinger et al., 
2008). It will consist of several involvement activities and provocation techniques to initiate, 
support and sustain creative thinking among less creative employees (So and Joo, 2017; 
LeBoutillier and Barry, 2018). At the end of the workshop, participants will get a predefined 
or organisational problem to solve creatively, with 6 months to work on the problem.  
 
Diaries will be distributed among participants who will be encouraged to evidence their daily 
or weekly experiences at work i.e. how they spend their working day, what creative 
technique(s) they have used to solve the predefined problem and what result they have 
received. Review of the data contained within these diary entries will allow for evaluation 
and examination of individual progress in creative thinking. 
 
Finally, follow-up interviews will be conducted with employees, to gain richer perspectives 
of shifts in creative personality and individual creative behaviour. 
 
References 
 
Aasen, T. M. et al. (2012) ‘In Search of Best Practices for Employee-Driven Innovation: 
Experiences from Norwegian Work Life’, in Høyrup, S. et al. (eds) Employee-Driven 
Innovation: A New Approach. London: Palgrave Macmillan UK, pp. 57–74. doi: 
10.1057/9781137014764_3. 
 
Aleksić, D. et al. (2016) ‘I want to be creative, but … preference for creativity, perceived 
clear outcome goals, work enjoyment, and creative performance’, European Journal of Work 
and Organizational Psychology. Routledge, 25(3), pp. 363–383. doi: 
10.1080/1359432X.2015.1077809. 
7  
 
Amabile, T. M. and Pratt, M. G. (2016) ‘The dynamic componential model of creativity and 
innovation in organizations: Making progress, making meaning’, Research in Organizational 
Behavior. Elsevier Ltd, 36, pp. 157–183. doi: 10.1016/j.riob.2016.10.001. 
 
Amundsen, O. et al. (2014) ‘Preparing organisations for employee-driven open innovation’, 
International Journal of Business Science and Applied Management, 9(1), pp. 24–35. 
 
Aubke, F. (2014) ‘Creative hot spots: A network analysis of german michelin-starred chefs’, 
Creativity and Innovation Management, 23(1), pp. 3–14. doi: 10.1111/caim.12044. 
 
Basadur, M. (1995) ‘Optimal Ideation-Evaluation Ratios’, Creativity Research Journal, 
8(776107160), pp. 37–41. doi: 10.1207/s15326934crj0801. 
 
Batey, M., Chamorro-Premuzic, T. and Furnham, A. (2010) ‘Individual differences in 
ideational behavior: Can the big five and psychometric intelligence predict creativity 
scores?’, Creativity Research Journal, 22(1), pp. 90–97. doi: 10.1080/10400410903579627. 
 
Corazza, G. E. (2016) ‘Potential Originality and Effectiveness: The Dynamic Definition of 
Creativity’, Creativity Research Journal. Routledge, 28(3), pp. 258–267. doi: 
10.1080/10400419.2016.1195627. 
 
Costa, P. T., McCrae, R. R. and Psychological Assessment Resources, I. (1992) Revised NEO 
Personality Inventory (NEO PI-R) and NEO Five-Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI). 
Psychological Assessment Resources. Available at: 
https://books.google.co.uk/books?id=mp3zNwAACAAJ. 
 
van Esch, E., Wei, L. Q. and Chiang, F. F. T. (2016) ‘High-performance human resource 
practices and firm performance: the mediating role of employees’ competencies and the 
moderating role of climate for creativity’, The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management. Routledge, 5192(October 2017), pp. 1–26. doi: 
10.1080/09585192.2016.1206031. 
 
Gibb, S. and Waight, C. L. (2005) ‘Connecting HRD and Creativity: From Fragmentary 
Insights to Strategic Significance’, Advances in Developing Human Resources, 7(2), pp. 271–
286. doi: 10.1177/1523422305274530. 
 
Gilley, J. W., Shelton, P. M. and Gilley, A. (2011) ‘Developmental leadership: A new 
perspective for human resource development’, Advances in Developing Human Resources, 
13(3), pp. 386–405. doi: 10.1177/1523422311424264. 
 
Glăveanu, V. P. (2014) ‘The psychology of creativity: A critical reading’, Creativity: 
Theories – Research – Applications, 1(1), pp. 10–32. doi: 10.15290/ctra.2014.01.01.02. 
 
Greener, S. (2008) Qualitative Research Methods: Collecting and Analyzing Qualitative 
Data, Business Research Methods. 
 
Guilford, J. P. (1950) ‘Creativity’, The American Psychologist, 5(9), pp. 444–54. doi: 
10.1037/h0063487. 
 
8  
Heffernan, M. et al. (2016) ‘Exploring the HRM-performance relationship: the role of 
creativity climate and strategy’, Employee Relations, 38(3), pp. 438–462. doi: 10.1108/ER-
06-2015-0110. 
 
Hennessey, B. A. and Amabile, T. M. (2010) ‘Creativity’, Annual Review of Psychology, 
61(1), pp. 569–598. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100416. 
 
Hon, A. H. Y. and Lui, S. S. (2016) ‘Employee creativity and innovation in organizations’, 
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 28(5), pp. 862–885. doi: 
10.1108/IJCHM-09-2014-0454. 
 
Høyrup, S. et al. (2012) Employee-Driven Innovation. doi: 10.1057/9781137014764. 
 
Kaufman, J. C. and Beghetto, R. A. (2009) ‘Beyond Big and Little: The Four C Model of 
Creativity’, Review of General Psychology, 13(1), pp. 1–12. doi: 10.1037/a0013688. 
 
Kesting, P. and Parm Ulhøi, J. (2010) ‘Employee‐driven innovation: extending the license to 
foster innovation’, Management Decision, 48(1), pp. 65–84. doi: 
10.1108/00251741011014463. 
 
Kirton, M. (1976) ‘Adaptors and innovators: A description and measure.’, Journal of Applied 
Psychology. US: American Psychological Association, 61(5), pp. 622–629. doi: 
10.1037/0021-9010.61.5.622. 
 
Lee, N. et al. (2013) ‘Creativity, cities and innovation: Evidence from UK SMEs’, (13). 
Available at: www.nesta.org.uk/wp13-10. 
 
Li, F., Chen, T. and Lai, X. (2017) How Does a Reward for Creativity Program Benefit or 
Frustrate Employee Creative Performance? The Perspective of Transactional Model of 
Stress and Coping, Group & Organization Management. doi: 10.1177/1059601116688612. 
 
Liu, D. et al. (2017) ‘Human resource systems, employee creativity, and firm innovation: The 
moderating role of firm ownership’, Academy of Management Journal, 60(3), pp. 1164–1188. 
doi: 10.5465/amj.2015.0230. 
 
Mackinnon, D. W. (1965) ‘Personality and the realization of creative potential.’, American 
Psychologist, 20(4), pp. 273–281. doi: 10.1037/h0022403. 
 
Martin, L. and Wilson, N. (2017) ‘Defining Creativity with Discovery’, Creativity Research 
Journal. Routledge, 29(4), pp. 417–425. doi: 10.1080/10400419.2017.1376543. 
 
Martindale, C. (1989) ‘Personality, Situation, and Creativity’, in Glover, J. A., Ronning, R. 
R., and Reynolds, C. R. (eds) Handbook of Creativity. Boston, MA: Springer US, pp. 211–
232. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4757-5356-1_13. 
 
Meinel, M. et al. (2018) ‘Exploring the Effects of Creativity Training on Creative 
Performance and Creative Self-Efficacy: Evidence from a Longitudinal Study’, Journal of 
Creative Behavior, 0, pp. 1–13. doi: 10.1002/jocb.234. 
 
Min, K. R., Ugaddan, R. G. and Park, S. M. (2016) ‘Is the Creative Tendency Affected by 
9  
Organizational Leadership and Employee Empowerment ? An Empirical Analysis of U . S . 
Federal Employees’, Public Performance & Management Review, 40(2), pp. 382–408. doi: 
10.1080/15309576.2016.1230503. 
 
Mumford, M. D., Medeiros, K. E. and Partlow, P. J. (2012) ‘Creative thinking: Processes, 
strategies, and knowledge’, Journal of Creative Behavior, 46(1), pp. 30–47. doi: 
10.1002/jocb.003. 
 
Neyer, A. K., Bullinger, A. C. and Moeslein, K. M. (2009) ‘Integrating inside and outside 
innovators: A sociotechnical systems perspective’, R and D Management, 39(4), pp. 410–
419. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9310.2009.00566.x. 
 
Runco, M. A. (2004) ‘Everyone has creative potential.’, in Creativity:  From potential to 
realization. Washington,  DC,  US: American Psychological Association, pp. 21–30. doi: 
10.1037/10692-002. 
 
Saunders, M., Thornhill, A. and Lewis, P. (2016) Research methods for business students, 7th 
ed. Harlow, England. Available at: http://catalogue.library.ulster.ac.uk/items/1408168. 
 
Shalley, C. E., Zhou, J. and Oldham, G. R. (2004) ‘The effects of personal and contextual 
characteristics on creativity: Where should we go from here?’, Journal of Management, 
30(6), pp. 933–958. doi: 10.1016/j.jm.2004.06.007. 
 
Smith, R. (2017) ‘Work(er)-driven innovation’, Journal of Workplace Learning, 29(2), pp. 
110–123. doi: 10.1108/JWL-06-2016-0048. 
 
Somsing, A. and Belbaly, N. A. (2017) ‘Managerial Creativity: The Roles of Dynamic 
Capabilities and Risk Preferences’, European Management Review, 14(4), pp. 423–437. doi: 
10.1111/emre.12118. 
 
De Spiegelaere, S., Van Gyes, G. and Van Hootegem, G. (2013) ‘Labour flexibility and 
innovation, complementary or concurrent strategies? A review of the literature’, Economic 
and Industrial Democracy, pp. 1–23. doi: 10.1177/0143831X13492831. 
 
Sternberg, R. J. (2006) ‘The Nature of Creativity’, Creativity Research Journal, 18(1), pp. 
87–98. doi: 10.1207/s15326934crj1801_10. 
 
Tierney, P. and Farmer, S. M. (2011) ‘Creative Self-Efficacy Development and Creative 
Performance Over Time’, Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(2), pp. 277–293. doi: 
10.1037/a0020952. 
 
Titchen, A. et al. (2011) ‘ORIGINAL PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH 
Human flourishing through body, creative imagination and reflection Angie Titchen*, 
Brendan McCormack, Val Wilson and Annette Solman’, 1(1), pp. 1–18. 
 
Torrance, E. P. (1974) Torrance tests of creative thinking. Scholastic Testing Service 
(Torrance tests of creative thinking). Available at: 
https://books.google.co.uk/books?id=BUDnAQAACAAJ. 
 
Uslu, T. (2015) ‘Innovation Culture and Strategic Human Resource Management in Public 
10  
and Private Sector within the Framework of Employee Ownership’, Procedia - Social and 
Behavioral Sciences. Elsevier B.V., 195, pp. 1463–1470. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.06.445. 
Vygotsky, L. S. (1991) ‘Imagination and Creativity in the Adolescent’, Journal of Russian 
and East European Psychology, 29(1), pp. 73–88. doi: 10.2753/RPO1061-0405290173. 
 
Weisberg, R. W. (2015) ‘On the Usefulness of “Value” in the Definition of Creativity’, 
Creativity Research Journal. 2015, 27(2), pp. 111–124. doi: 
10.1080/10400419.2015.1030320. 
 
Wihlman, T. et al. (2014) ‘Employee-driven Innovation in Welfare Services’, Nordic Journal 
of Working Life Studies, 4(2), pp. 159–180. 
 
Woodman, R. M., Sawyer, J. E. and Griffin, R. W. (1993) ‘Toward a theory of organizational 
creativity’, Academy of Management Review, 18(2), pp. 293–321. 
 
Zhang, X. and Bartol, K. M. (2010) ‘Linking empowering leadership and employee 
creativity: the influence of psychological empowerment, intrinsic motivation, and creative 
process engagement’, Academy of Management Journal, 53(1), pp. 107–128. doi: 
10.5465/amj.2010.48037118. 
 
